








experience  of  Cascadia  –  the  transborder  region  of  Pacific  NorthWest  North 
America. It assesses the Cascadia city‐region ‘brand’ in the context of competing 
definitions  about  the  cross‐border  region,  asking  whether  a  multiplicity  of 
conceptualizations  is  a  definitional  disadvantage or  strength.  It  concludes  that 
the urban conception  is  the most  sustainable  ‘brand’, and one  in keeping with 
the initial branding of Cascadia around ecological imagery. It examines some of 
the cooperative – and occasionally  conflictual – activity  in  the Cascadia  region 
and  concludes with  lessons  for  city  regions  –  particularly  those which  are  not 
‘top‐  tiered’  in  world  city  terms  –  from  this  Mainstreet  Cascadia  experience, 








whether  this  would  lead  to  an  argument  for  more  conceptual  clarity  or  agreement  for  the 
Cascadia  region.  If  so,  then  the  city‐regional definition or branding of Cascadia  is perhaps  the 
most sustainable/ advantageous. Given that idea, an assessment of the institutional and policy 
determinants  of  such  an  emerging  bi‐national,  subnational,  international  global  city‐region  is 
posed;  and  some  lessons  for  any  city‐region  contemplating  ‘going  global’  or  ‘globalist’  are 
suggested. 
Amongst  the  earliest  of  proponents  of  ‘place  branding’  are  Philip  Kotler,  Donald  Haider  and 









“place  image”  at  various  scales  and  contexts  –  from  festivals  and  fairs  to  industrial  towns, 
suburbs and cities, then to notions such as “the countryside” or “the American West” and finally 
to  a  national  scale:  on  Eastern  Europe  and  China.3  Their  emphasis  throughout was  on  “place 
promotion”,  starting  with  creating  “a  vocabulary”  and  “grammar”  of  place  promotion  using 
communications theory. 
The  ‘branding  approach’  emerged  out  of  the  marketing,  management,  public  relations  and 
industrial  location/promotion  fields.    This  early  marketing  work  morphed  into  creating  new 
‘brands’  for  commercial products,  and broadened  to  include  cross border  regions  such as  the 
Copenhagen‐centred Oresund Region.4  It  also  came  to  cover  tourism promotion,5  and  even  – 
out of the experiences like Union Carbide experience of Bhopal, India 1984 disaster and similar 
places in crisis – corporate lessons in crisis management and places in crisis branding.6 
By  the mid  00’s  of  the  21st  century’s  first  decade,  the branding notion had produced  its  own 
academic journal,7 as well as ‘review’ articles such as “Place Branding: A Review of Trends and 
Conceptual  Models”,  The  Marketing  Review(2005).8  The  journal  Place  Branding  and  Public 
Diplomacy describes itself as “the first to concentrate on the practice of applying brand strategy 
and  other marketing  techniques  and  disciplines  to  the  economic,  social,  political  and  cultural 
development of cities, regions and countries.” Perhaps nowhere are these lessons more clearly 
applied than in the EU’s “Oresund” region. 
Before  that  comparative  case, however, briefly,  in  this  article,  the notion of place branding  is 
applied  (i)  comparatively  through  the  Oresund  EU  cross‐border  region  case;  (ii)  in  an 
examination of what are competing definitions or brands of the Cascadia region; and, finally, (iii) 
with  an  argument made  for  the benefits  of  branding  consistency  via  the Mainstreet  Cascadia 




The  Oresund  experience  is  perhaps  the  most  relevant  example  of  a  fairly  single‐minded 
branding  of  “an  imagined  space”;  this  North  European  example  offers  useful  comparative 
lessons  on  cross‐border  regional  institution‐building  for  other  such  territories  –  like  Cascadia. 
The  Oresund  region  (Map  1)  links  parts  of  Denmark  (Zealand/Copenhagen)  and  southern 
Sweden (Scania/Malmo‐Lund) in the EU. It is 20,859 sq. kms, half the size of Switzerland.9 
Oresund  comparison  suggests,  competing  conceptions  or  brandings  of  a  region  can  affect 
processes of institutionalization, agenda setting and developing regional policy‐making capacity. 









































In  Oresund,  the  geographic  obstacles  were  overcome  next  with  major  investment  in 
infrastructure  improvements.  Here  two  stand  out:  (1)  the  mega‐project  construction  of  the 
Oresund  Bridge  ‐  a  $3.5billion  CDN,  16km  bridge/tunnel  to  link  “the  first  cross‐national 
integrated large‐city region outside the European centre.”10 (2) another $25billionCDN in other 
area  improvements  ‐  mostly  on  air/rail/transit/road/bridge  transportation  improvements 
(including  another  new  fixed  link  with  Scandinavia  and  the  European  continent)  and  a  new 
airport and university.11 
The  economic  obstacles  were  grounded  in  two  sub‐regional  economies  with  relatively  little 
interaction. For Matthiessen and colleagues, the shift centred on “transformations from politics 
to  economics,  from  welfare  orientation  to  market  orientation,  and  from  spatial  equalization 
policy  to  a  focus  on  metropolitan  competition.”12  In  population  size,  the  Zealand  region  of 
Denmark,  including Copenhagen was about 1.8 million;  the Malmo‐Lund area  in Scania, South 
Sweden has just 3/4 million ‐ a then total of about 2.5 million, just slightly larger than Greater 
Vancouver and metropolitan Portland but smaller than Greater Seattle. In European population 
tables,  the  combined  Oresund  urban  agglomeration  was  only  27th  in  Top  30  rankings  ‐  well 
behind  Moscow  (12  million),  Dortmund/Dusseldorf/Cologne  (10.8  million),  Paris  (9.6  million) 
and  London  (9.6 million).  [Oresund’s  current  population  is  3.6 million.]13  Individually,  neither 
Copenhagen  nor Malmo‐Lund made  the  top  30.  Thus  a  strategic  decision  by  the  local  elites 
working  on  this  rebranding  was  made  to  develop  more  commonalities  and  synergies 
economically. 
That  led  to  a  search  to  overcome  what  Oresund  advocates  saw  as  definitional  obstacles:  a 
conscious effort was made  to make  sure  conceptual ducks were all  lined up  in one  row – or, 
simply  put,  to  establish  a  single  Oresund  brand.  To  do  so,  Oresund  proponents  examined  a 
series of comparative European standing lists.  That included population ‐ where the new region 
ranked  near  the  bottom  of  a  top  30  Euro‐list;  then  top  30  Urban  Agglomeration  “Gross 
Agglomeration Product”  (GAP); here Oresund moved up  to 11th  ‐ between Rome and Madrid 
(above)  and  Stuttgart  and  Brussels‐Antwerp  (below).  Oresund’s  GAP  was  $77billion  USD. 
Dortmund‐Dusseldorf‐Cologne,  Paris  and  London  were  all  (in  mid  1990’s  figures,  when  the 
project was early  in development)  above $200billion USD, with  the Dortmund  region  close  to 
$300billion USD.   Copenhagen by  itself would have been  ranked 19th  in  the EU; Malmo‐Lund 
would not have made the top 30 list.14  
Seeking  comparative  advantage  by  definitional  certainty,  other  lists  were  consulted,  such  as 
International  Air  Traffic:  on  this  Top  30  Euro  list,  London,  Paris,  Frankfurt  and  Amsterdam 
regions ranked as the top 4. Oresund landed at #9 ‐ with virtually all (96.4%) of their numbers 
based on Copenhagen air  traffic.15    Further urbanization  lists  considered  included  rankings by 
firms, jobs, infrastructure, finance, culture, meetings, the media, etc. Combining many of these, 
Copenhagen  fell  into  a  fourth  class  set.    The  one  area  ‐  given  a  heavy  concentration  of 
university/research  facilities  in  Copenhagen  and  Lund  ‐  where  the  Oresund  Region  came  out 
well was as a research centre:  The combined Oresund research output ‐ measured by academic 
research output ‐ placed Oresund as 5th in Europe’s ‘top 30’, behind London, Paris, Moscow and 
Amsterdam‐Hague‐Rotterdam‐Utrecht.16  Perhaps,  not  surprisingly,  this  research  emphasis  – 
particularly  research  with  a  medical‐pharmaceutical  focus  and  IT  ‐  became  the  major 




There  is  one  other  aspect  ‐  size  ‐  which  raises  a  question  about  the  variety  of  definitions  of 
Cascadia.  The  Oresund  region  now  contains  approximately  3.6  million  people.  The  Oresund 
conurbation lies within 50 kms of Copenhagen airport; and the distance between Copenhagen 
and the main urban areas of Scania is only 18 kms.18   As one proponent of building this region 
suggested,  the  bridge was more  important  symbolically  that  in  reality,  but  it would  not  have 
been built without agreement on what the new region was to be.19 Greater Seattle’s geographic 
size  is  217  sq.  kms;  Greater  Vancouver  itself  is  just  under  3000  sq.  kms.  Perhaps,  more 
importantly,  there was  no  counter‐definition which  challenged  this  central  conception  of  the 
Oresund region as one of the EU’s major research centres. Some of the definitions of Cascadia ‐ 
from Alaska to the California border cover thousands of sq. kilometers.   Even small definitions 
such  as  the  Georgia  Basin/Puget  Sound  and Mainstreet  Cascadia  take  8+  hours  of motorway 
driving to cross. These Cascadia definitions are not only based on different jurisdictions, but also 
have included ones which began with different foci ‐ from environmental to economic. 
The  Oresund  is  just  one  EU  global  region.  The  range  of  such  entities  varies  considerably. 
However,  what  the  Oresund  case  suggests  is  that  definitional  clarity  helps  with  institution 
building.    Oresund  University  is  one  example  of  what  definitional  clarity  can  produce:  with 
120,000+  students,  this  virtual  university  is  made  up  of  the  major  post  secondary  research 
centres in Oresund ‐ making it the largest university in the EU.20  
To sustain itself, the regional initiative known as Cascadia seems to have less certainty about the 
potential  value  of  definitional  integrity  and  clear  branding:    entities  such  as  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Economic  Region  (PNWER)  began  with  an  economic  conception  of  a  rather  large 
Cascadia  region  [5  states,  2  (now‐  as  of  July,  2008,  3)  provinces  and  one  territory];  other 
definitions  such  as  the Georgia Basin  Initiative  (GBI)  are much  smaller  (a  small  part  of  British 
Columbia and Washington state) have espoused an environmental focus. Global region‐building 
successes may depend more on developing either broader globalist policy stances or narrower 








What  are  the determinants  of  such  subnational  international  activity  in North 
America’s West/Pacific NorthWest/Cascadia?  
Who  is  responsible  for  particular  brandings  of  Cascadia?  What  interests  are 
most central in Cascadia branding/re‐branding? 





the  experiences  of  other  branded  sub‐national/bi‐national  regions  (e.g., 
Oresund in the E.U. ‐ for thinking about the Cascadia brand? 
Might  a more  convergent  brand  –such  as  exemplified  by  the  emerging, more 
urban‐focussed city‐region, generally referred to as Mainstreet Cascadia offer a 
clear brand – one with significant historical roots?  
Before  that  analysis,  however,  a  review  of  definitional  differences  of  the  territory  called 
Cascadia ‐ including the Cascadia ‘brand’‐ is useful. 
Cascadia’s “founding brand”:  An Ecological Region 
The  initial  notion  of  Cascadia  emerged  in  the  1970’s  and  1980’s.  It  was  environmentally‐
conceived  and  referred  to  that  portion  of  Pacific  NorthWest  North  America  between  the 
Cascade Mountains  and  the  Pacific  Ocean;  its  initial  name was  taken  from  the waters which 
‘cascaded’ down from the Cascade mountain range to the ocean.  This initial ecological branding 
was introduced and popularized by David McCloskey, and by Joel Garreau. 
David McCloskey,  a  Seattle  University  Sociologist,  coined  the  initial  term  Cascadia  in  the  late 
1970’s/early  1980’s.  According  to  McCloskey,  this  “initial’  Cascadia  included  parts  of  seven 






















thanks  to  being  followed  shortly  after  McCloskey  by  Joel  Garreau’s  Nine  Nations  of  North 
America (1981): Garreau’s Ecotopia [one of the Nine Nations of North America, 1981]: included 
the Pacific Northwest coast west of the Cascade Range stretching from southern Alaska  in the 
north  to  coastal  areas  of  British  Columbia,  down  through Washington  state, Oregon  and  into 








west.  These  include  Berkeley‐based  University  of  California  Press  editor  Ernest  Callenbach’s 
Ecotopia  novel  (1975)  and  a  subsequent  prequel  Ecotopia  Emerging  (1981)  –  both  novels 
Canadian Political Science Review Vol 2(2) June 2008 
                                                                                           Branding Cascadia (57‐83)    64 
reflecting  the environmental emphasis which had gripped  the Cascadia/Ecotopia  region  in  the 
1960’s and 1970’s. Callenbach’s Ecotopia was of a seceded Washington, Oregon and Northern 
California – a portrait of a future, ecologically sustainable society.24 Nowhere was this regional 
emerging  environmentalism  better  reflected  than  in  the  Berkeley,  California‐based  Portola 
Institute’s series of the Whole Earth Catalog. Begun in 1968 with The Last Whole Earth Catalog: 




Other  works,  such  as  Raymond  Gastil’s  Cultural  Regions  of  the  United  States,  offered  early 





If  Cascadia’s  founding brand was  environmental,  by  the  late  1980’s/early  1990’s,  there was  a 
much  more  conscious  effort  to  re‐brand  the  region.  The  emphasis  of  this  re‐branding  was 
predominately economic. The most significant of these efforts was in the creation of the Pacific 
NorthWest  Economic  Region  (PNWER).    Formally  established  by  the  seven  jurisdictions  of 
Washington,  Oregon,  Idaho, Montana  and  Alaska,  plus  British  Columbia  and  Alberta,  in  1991 
(Yukon  joined  in  1994‐and  Saskatchewan  in  2008),  the  organization  was  first  posed  by  Alan 
Bleuchel, then a Washington State Senator, with western Canadian roots, in 1988 as the Pacific 
NorthWest  Legislative  Leadership  Forum  (PNLLP).  The  Pacific NorthWest  Economic Region  (or 
PNWER)  is  also  the  largest  definition  of  Cascadia:  it  is  now  a  public‐private  partnership 
‘composed  of  legislators,  governments,  NGO’s  and  businesses’  from  British  Columbia  and 
Alberta  (plus  Yukon  Territory;  and  as  of  July,  2008’s  18th  PNWER  Regional  Summit,  with 
Saskatchewan  joining)31  in  Canada  and  the  states  of Washington,  Oregon,  Alaska,  Idaho  and 
Montana  in  the  USA.  It  is  “the  only  regional  planning  and  facilitation  organization  set  up  by 















Enhance the competitiveness of  the region  in both domestic and  international 
markets; 
Leverage regional influence in Ottawa and Washington, DC; and 
Achieve  continued  economic  growth  while  maintaining  the  region’s  natural 
beauty and environment.33 










Then  ‘Traditional’  Cascadia:  this  jurisdictional  conception  includes  the  three  central 
provincial/state jurisdictions of Oregon, Washington and British Columbia. (See Map 5, above) In 




Africa  and  above Argentina,  Chile  and  the Netherlands.37  There  are  a  number  of  institutional 
iterations  of  this  provincial‐state  iteration;  interestingly,  these  focus  particularly  are  around 
environmental protection on matters such as oil spills. 
The Cascadia economic branding has also produced ideas for organizations such as the Pacific 
Enterprise  Corridor  Commission  (PACE)  and  the  Cascade  Corridor  Commission  (C.C.C.)  –  the 
latter  “an  advisory  body  of  the  governments  of  Canada,  the  United  States,  the  Province  of 
British Columbia, and the states of Washington and Oregon...  [to] develop a strategic plan  for 
environmentally‐sound  economic  development  and  urban  management  in  the  Cascadia 
region.”38  The  idea  for  CCC  membership  ‐  from  ‘traditional  Cascadia  ‐  is  to  include 
“representatives  from...regional  planning  agencies,  municipal  county/city  governments;  and 
port districts in the urbanized Cascadia region” as well as from the national/state governments.  
While  not  yet  fully  in  place  ‐  as  “the  commission  would  involve  a  federal  treaty  and  would 
represent a  layer of decision‐making that might contradict  local plans” ‐  the Cascadia Corridor 
Commission mandate was to “address environmental,  transportation, growth and trade  issues 
in the Portland‐Seattle‐Vancouver corridor.”39  As such – to the extent that it includes all these 
aspects of  its mandate  ‐  it  corresponds  to a broader policy phase evident  in  the  region  in  the 
late1980’s, 1990’s and 2000’s.  
Other  Pacific  NorthWest  economic  development  initiatives  have  included  the  High  Speed 
Ground Transportation Committee:  this  committee  recommended  to  the state Governor “that 
Washington,  in  cooperation with Oregon and British Columbia, begin  immediately designing a 
system to haul passengers at high speed between Vancouver, B.C. and Eugene, Oregon”40 – that 
is  along  what  is  called  “Mainstreet  Cascadia”.  “Studies  to  date  have  concluded  that  HSGT  is 
compatible  with  a  regional  transportation  plan,  is  environmentally  friendly,  has  significant 
ridership potential, would support an  international northwest economy and would cover costs 
within  12  to  15  years,  but  not  capital  costs.”41  Prior  to  the  creation  of  the  240kph  rail 







worked on  a  Transportation NorthWest Action  Plan  ‐  a  so‐called  “evergreen document  ‐  as  a 
basis  for  promoting  re‐authorization  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA).  ‘Gateways’  to  efficient  transportation/trade  within  and  external  to  the  region  are 
central here.43 As the Pacific NorthWest has many  more vehicles than drivers, getting a handle 
on the transportation  issue  is central  to efficient movement of goods and trade  for  the cross‐
border region.44    It  is also essential  in resolving air quality concerns. At  its  late July, 2008 18th 
Annual Summit  in Vancouver, PNWER announced the creation of twice daily BNSFRR/AMTRAK 
trains  by  the  2010  Vancouver  Olympics  along  this  route  and  a  $4.5million  infusion  of  BC 
spending to  facilitate re‐alignment and a  ‘passing track’  in the province, south of Vancouver – 









several  initiatives,  many  of  which  involve  close  governmental‐to‐governmental  cooperation. 
Perhaps two enviro‐brandings stand out – each with its own sub‐iterations. 
The  first  is  the  Georgia  Basin  /  Puget  Sound  (Map  6):  this  is  largely  a  bioregional  and 
environmental branding centred on the Gulf waters of the Pacific  ‐ British Columbia’s Strait of 
Georgia, including much of the east side of Vancouver Island, with the provincial capital, Victoria 
and  the Vancouver‐centred  ‘Lower Mainland’,  combined with  the Washington State waters of 
Puget Sound, including Seattle, Tacoma and the state capital of Olympia. This definition has an 
official status, with, for example, BC’s Georgia Basin Initiative (GBI), given policy emphasis by BC 
Premier  Mike  Harcourt  (1991‐1996),  focusing  on  the  environmental  sustainability  of  this 





This  brand  provides  a  basis  for  cross‐border  discussions  –  sometimes  on  cross  border  policy 




Pacific NorthWest,  the  impact of Greater Vancouver’s C02’s  across  into northern Washington 
state  counties  has  been  one  example.47    Between  the  Canada‐US  Agreement  on  Air  Quality, 
efforts  such  as  the  Clean  Air  Act  amendments  of  1990,  and  local/regional  governmental 
cooperation on efforts to improve air quality in the Georgia Basin/Puget Sound such issues had 
become  relative  successes  in  binational  and  regional  cooperation  on  their  common 




The  other  continuing  and  equally  ecologically‐focussed  brand  for  Cascadia  is  Mainstreet 
Cascadia.  Mainstreet Cascadia is also one of the smaller  definitions of Cascadia, emphasizing 
the  essential  urban  components  of  Cascadia  as  the megalopolis  along  the  Highway  99  /  I‐5 
corridor  from  the Whistler  ski  resort,  just  North  of  Vancouver,  though  Seattle,  Tacoma  and 
Olympia in Washington to Portland, Salem and Eugene in Oregon’s Willamette Valley.   
It  is also sometimes called the Cascadia Corridor. Former Seattle Mayor Paul Schell referred to 
this  ‘city‐regional’  definition  as  “an  integrated,  400‐mile  urban  integrated  strip”  called  the 
Cascadia Corridor, ‘Downtown Cascadia’ or Mainstreet Cascadia.49 
Within  this  branding  of  the  region, more  than  10 million  people  live.  Its  proponents  include 
some  with  the  strongest  economic/trade  concerns.50  It  also  includes  those  with  the  clearest 
views  on  a  single  regional  environment:  this  is  expressed  at  the  provincial‐state  level;  and  in 
urban/’Mainstreet’  iterations  such as  the High Speed Train Link,  the Cascadia Mayor’s Council 
and joint meetings of the Portland Metro, Puget Sound Regional Council and Metro Vancouver 
boards. As  such,  the  idea of Mainstreet Cascadia  represents  the  clearest  attempt  to  combine 
what might be competing brand  identities of economy or ecology and  the strongest  forces  to 
counteract a more singular re‐branding of Cascadia in economic terms. From local governments 







the  MSA  (Metropolitan  Statistical  Area)  as  a  regional  entity,  but  this  poses  other  problems. 
Some MSA’s  run  across  state  lines, MSA  boundaries  are  not  often  coterminous with  political 
institutions, and MSA’s do not reflect community regional  identities.”54 One ‘way out’ of these 
definitional  difficulties,  according  to  Savitch  and  Vogel,  is  to  flexibly  tailor  city‐regional 
definitions “to  locally relevant conditions and criteria…. Although not offering fixed and neatly 
drawn  definitions,  this  approach  ensures  that  (city‐)  regions  are  a  product  of  local  meaning, 
connected  to  realities  of  economic  intercourse,  social  identities,  and  political  institutions.”55 
That  is  exactly  the  approach  to  defining  city‐regions  identified  by  Jacobs:  “City‐regions  have 
many  of  the  characteristics  of  import‐replacing  cities  themselves,  but  they  are  not  cities.  For 
better or  for worse,  they are  the  creatures of  the nuclear  cities  and  they  remain  so.”56    Such 








The  conclusions  about  what  is  now  generally  referred  to  as  Mainstreet  Cascadia  ‐  or  the 
Cascadia Corridor,  its bio‐regional urban‐centred counterpart,  the Georgia Basin/Puget Sound, 
and Willamette Valley ‐ challenge traditional notions of both ‘local’ and ‘global’, the significance 




Bayless  Manning  calls  such  city‐based  responses  to  globalization  activity    ‘intermestic’ 
(“simultaneously  ...  both  domestic  and  international”)  policy  development;59  this  provides  a 
basis  for  new  understandings  of  such  emerging  ‘global  city  regions’  as  urban  Cascadia  and 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Cascadia  has  a  current  population  of  16.5 million.61Even where,  as  Cascadia‐skeptic Matthew 






has  coincided  with  a  more  internationalist  outlook;  British  Columbia,  for  example,  despite  a 
significant US trade link, like all parts of Canada ‐ and even with the impact of often‐problematic 






single package within  the EU and Asia.  The Port Metro Vancouver  remains Canada’s    busiest, 
and  with  #1  in  North  America  in  foreign  exports65;  Portland  now  has  nine  sister  cities  and 








in  extent,  for  example,  significant  growth management  and  environmental  concerns  (such  as 
the 2000/2008 ongoing debates over possible cross‐border pollution from a Sumas 2 electrical 
generating plant across the US line in Whatcom County near Vancouver’s Fraser Valley‐ and C02 





intermestic  policy  making,  there  has  been  a  significant  expansion  in  activity;  for  example, 
between 1944 (when the first Canadian city ‐ Vancouver ‐ was twinned)66 and 1967, only nine 
Canadian municipalities had twinned themselves with non‐Canadian communities. Over the past 
forty+  years  since  then,  this  pattern  has  accelerated  considerably  to  include  several  hundred 
such  formal  subnational  international exchanges and  far more globalist  forms.67  In  the United 
States, there are currently over 1000 cities with more than 2000 sister city affiliations, most of 
this extension since the mid‐1970s.68 Seattle alone has more than twenty such ‘twinnings, and 
was one of  the  first US cities  to engage  in such activity.69 Portland (1959) was not  far behind. 
Both  these  initial  US  twins  were  with  Japanese  cities.  Vancouver  has  five  formal  ‘sister  city’ 
relationships  and developed a new connection with  Frankfurt  ‐  in  the early 2000’s  ‐  added  in 





for  the  Olympics  –  with  Mayor/City  support.71  Some  have  taken  to  referring  to  this  set  of 
positions  on  issues  generally  at  odds  with  the  rest  of  North  American  governments  as 
“Vansterdam‐ization”.  More  importantly,  in  terms  of  Mainstreet  branding,  this  emphasis  on 
social  aspects  of  sustainability  is  entirely  in  keeping  with  sustainability  as  having  four  legs: 
environmental, social, economic and political. 
in  type,  more  importantly,  as  the  number  of  subnational  –  particularly  city‐regional 
governments  involved  internationally  has  grown,  so  too  have  the  types  of  global  activity  and 
exchange;    initially,  often  cultural  and  educational,  these  shifted  to more  strategic,  business‐
oriented forms and now, potentially to a broader, more ‘globalist’ and sustainable policy phase. 
This  development  of  differing  ‐  and  subsequent  ‐  forms  represents  a  maturing  of  city‐
regional/subnational  constituent  diplomacy  and  suggests  that  these  territorial  redefinitions 
matter.  As  such,  they  represent  useful  lessons  for  other  city‐regions  contemplating  any  re‐
thinking of  their  global  branding.  The  issue of who  gets  to  brand Cascadia  then becomes  the 
final  question. As  suggested  in  concluding,  there are  still  two major  competing  visions here  – 
each with significant implications for the Cascadia brand. 
 
It  is  also  possible  to  identify  four  policy  phases  in  examining  subnational  city‐region 
internationalist policy making in jurisdictional settings in Mainstreet Cascadia:72  
 (i)  an  ad  hoc  phase,  indicative  of  relatively  immature  policy  intent  and  capacity,  running 
incrementally, in early instances, from the Second World War (and even before) and continuing 
into  the  late  1950’s,  1960’s  and  early  1970’s;  here  the  emphasis  was  mostly  cultural  and 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educational –  in keeping with Eisenhower’s “people  to people exchanges”  idea which became 
the sister city movement in the USA. 
(ii)  efforts  to  develop  a  more  rational  approach  to  ‐  and  institutional  support  for  ‐  such 
international  activities  in  the  1970’s  and  early‐mid  1980’s  ‐  particularly  at  the  city  level;  this 
clearly  occurred  in  Seattle, Vancouver  and Portland where budgets  and ongoing  international 
offices/institutional capacity developed. 
(iii)  the development of a more  strategic  subnational  internationalist policy position  in many 




phase  offers  a  broader, more  prescriptive  and mature  policy  alternative  beyond  these  earlier 
iterations.  This  latter  –  globalist  –  phase  offers  perhaps  the most  useful  lessons  for  any  city‐
region  branding  –  at  least  for  those  not  in  the  top  tiers  of  world  city  rankings.  In  terms  of 
branding,  it also represents a potential counter‐offer (based on an earlier enviro/sustainability 
focus)  to  what  might  be  described  as  Cascadia’s  more  recent  economic‐business  branding 
efforts. 
Each  policy  phase  has  reflected  a  series  of  choices  by  appropriate  governmental  and  non‐
governmental  actors  and  a  different  set  of  policy  objectives  in  keeping  with  shifting  policy 
determinants.  Each  also  has  represented  different  policy  implications  for  affected  political 
jurisdictions and the region’s citizenry. The shift from incremental to more rational forms ‐ and 
then  to more mature  strategic  and  globalist  responses  ‐  also has been  reflected  in  a  growing 
institutionalization  of Mainstreet  Cascadia  city‐region  global  policy‐making  process  and  form. 
This  institutionalization of global activity  in the Cascadia city‐region has occurred in support of 
both broadly‐based ‘external’ international linkages beyond the region ‐ as exemplified by much 
of  the  city‐based  ‘twinnings’  and  ‘within  region’  responses  such  as  those  variations  in  the 
Mainstreet Cascadia option,  like  the Cascadia  fast  train  connection,  the  ‘two‐nation vacation’, 
and the Georgia Basin Initiative (GBI). All these latter aspects include sustainability dimensions.  
This Pacific NorthWest regional concern on the environment, resource use and sustainability has 
emerged  from  increasing  recognition  of  the  limits  to  growth.    On  resource  use,  it  found 
reflection in local idioms such as Brazil of the North ‐ a critique which resulted in reforms to B.C. 
forest  practices.73  It  was  clearly  reflected  in  the  work  of  the  Puget  Sound/Georgia  Basin 
International  Task  Force  ‐  a  BC‐Washington  state  initiative  establishing  an  Environmental 
Cooperation  Council,  out  of  a  1992  Environmental  Cooperation  Agreement  between  the  two 
jurisdictions. The Task Force mandate was to “promote and coordinate mutual efforts to ensure 
the protection, conservation and enhancement of ... shared marine environment.”74  By the mid 
90’s,  the  Task  Force  had  established  and  considered  reports  of  a  Marine  Science  Panel,75 
obtained  federal  funding  for  a  variety  of  transboundary  projects,  done  research  on  habitat 
















“originally  formed  and  convened  in  1998  by  then  Seattle  Mayor  Paul  Schell,  the  Cascadia 
Mayors’  Council  addresses  a wide  range  of  issues  that  impact  cities  and  small  towns  up  and 
down the Cascadia corridor and throughout the region”81 Its goal “is to expand cooperation on 
issues  of  common  interest  that  confront  (Cascadia’s)  cities  and  towns.”  As  the  council  –  like 
Artibise  and  Hill82  ‐  have  noted,  “existing  institutions  do  not  have  a  broad  enough  reach  to 
effectively  address  the  challenges  mayors  face”,  particularly  in  light  of  federal  and 
provincial/state  cutbacks,  “especially  to urban  corridors.”83  It meets  twice  a  year  on Cascadia 
issues – the majority of which are about matters environmental and re: sustainability.  
This  mayoral  initiative  has  a  metropolitan/regional  government  counterpart  as  well  in  the 
Cascadia  corridor:  there are now annual meetings of  the  three major  ‘regional  governments’: 
Metro  Vancouver,  the  Puget  Sound  Regional  Council  and  Portland.  Metro.  Efforts  at 
comparative regional policy learning and best practice indicator identification are high on their 
agendas. More  importantly,  such discussion, however  limited,  is  a necessary  stage  in  regional 
consciousness‐raising and increased global city‐region cooperation and regional sustanability.84 
  Yet  while  resource  concerns  are  important  and  have  been  irritants,  environmental 





by a variety of Cascadia  regional  interests on both  sides of  the 49th parallel  line.86     Across a 
variety  of  policy  fronts  ‐  forestry,  the  fisheries,  air  and  water  quality,  and  other  overlapping 
sustainable  region  concerns  ‐  there  are what George Hoberg has  called  regional  “threats  and 
opportunities”.87 
Whatever their shape, size and brand, it is clear that foreign relations reality in the 21st century 
will  include substantial city‐regional and cross‐border  involvement.   The trick will be to ensure 
that  such  is  more  often  complementary  than  conflictual  ‐  and  not  necessarily  with  senior 
jurisdictional  priorities.  To  sustain  itself,  a  city‐regional  initiative  such  as Mainstreet  Cascadia 
needs  to  think  about  clarifying  its  own  brand.  Success  would  appear  to  depend  more  on 
developing  broader,  deeper,  globalist  policy  thrusts  such  as  with  environmental  and  social 




For  such  city‐regions  aspiring  to  develop  a  clearer  globalist  (vs.  ‘globalized’)  brand,  there  are 





1:  An  Economic/Development  component  ‐  No  world  city,  globalist  or 
globalized,  can  fail  to  include  an  economic/development  component.  The 
question  is  what  kind  of  economics  is  central:  in  globalized  city‐regions,  so 




2: A Foreign Aid component  ‐ Though  international  twinnings attest  to a  local 
global  outreach,  a  more  globalist  approach  –  including  elements  identified 
below  ‐    would  facilitate  such  connections  with  more  emphasis  on  global 
sustainability. These exist in Mainstreet Cascadia. 
3:  A  Global  Ecological  component  ‐  Global  city  links  and  policy  initiatives  on 




4:  A  Social  Equity  component  ‐  Increasingly,  because  of  senior  governmental 
down‐ and off‐loading, cities are confronting more of the implications of social 
policy  abandonment:  everything  from  homelessness,  de‐institutionalization  of 
mental health patients previously  in care, poverty and family breakdown, drug 









and  empowerment  of  ethnic  diversity,  to  civil  society  and  a  more  gender‐
sensitive community. Any globalist city is multicultural and celebrates diversity.  
6:  A World  Peace/Disarmament  component  ‐  Much  of  the  impetus  for  city‐
based twinnings grew out of the experience of World War II. In Europe, Canada, 
Japan  and  the  United  States,  promotion  of  world  peace  through  improved 
international  understanding  via  people  based  exchanges  began  in  the  decade 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following  1945  –  with  the  Japanese  cities  of  Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki.  It 
continued into the 1950's and 1960's but by the 1970's was beginning to take on 
a  different  ‐  more  business‐oriented  ‐  direction.  In  the  1980's,  the  original 
purpose began to be re‐asserted.  
7:  A Good Governance  component  ‐  Finally,  it  is  increasingly  recognized  that 
many  solutions  to  service  delivery  and  equity  issues  are  precluded  without 
‘good  governance’.  As  the  4th  leg  in  an  economic,  environmental  and  social 
equity  equation  of  sustainable  community  development,  good  governance  is 
essential.  
   
It  is  important  to note  that even  in major  city‐regions one does not  find every  component of 
such  globalist  thinking  and  policy.  Going  Globalist  offers  the most  in  opportunities  for  more 
intermediate city‐regions considering a branding  of their positioning in any world order. This is 
especially so, for city‐regions which cannot aspire to ‘command and control’ status in the world 
economy. Finding a niche by utilizing many of  the globalist elements  identified above  is what 
successful    city‐regions  can  do.  89  In  so  doing,  they  also  confront  efforts  at  boosterism which 
seek to truncate the gloabl city and subnational  region branding to be no more than business 
and  economics.  Of  all  the  efforts  to  challenge  this  view, Mainstreet  Cascadia  offers  the  best 
prospects for a more creative and sustainable brand. 
Concluding Thoughts – on Cascadia and on Branding 
Who  brands?    And  Why?  And  what  does  the  Cascadia  case  say  about  the  notion  of  place 
branding? These questions are central to assessing competing brands of Cascadia and the idea 
of  place  branding  itself.  The  literature  on  branding  suggests  understanding  the  history  of 
brandings  is  important.   Early brand efforts tend to have staying power.  In Cascadia,  it  is clear 
that  the  early  imagery  was  essentially  ecological.  According  to  Seattle  Sociologist  David 
McCloskey,  “I  would  put  ecology  as  the  foundation  of  a  new  social  order  ‐  and  not  power, 
politics or economics.”90 For McCloskey, “if the primary concern of Cascadia is to integrate the 
economies  ‐  branch  offices,  for  instance  ‐  that’s  the  old  story....I  think  a  lot  of  people  aren’t 
interested  in  imperialism  being  extended  under  a  new  guise.  We  have  to  restore  the  eco‐
system, that’s the first obligation.”91 With subsequest literary treatments and an environmental 
influx of  like‐minded population  in  the 1960’s  and 1970’s, Cascadia’s  first branding was  clear; 
more  importantly,  it  was  understandable.  As  a  result  ‐  and  with  ongoing  iterations  like 




The  University  of Washington’s Matthew  Sparke,  for  example,  offers  a  continuing  critique  of 
what  he  sees  as  this  co‐optation  of  the  ecological  Cascadia  brand  by  the  region’s  business 
elite92:  
To  the  extent  that  Cascadia  is  an  invention  of  economic  boosters,  or  at  least 
represents  their  cooptation  and  reworking of  an older  ecotopian  imagining of 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the  region,  we  need  to  examine  why  they  are  using  such  a  complex 
transnational concept when they could organize boosterism in each of the three 
main  urban  regions  north  and  south  of  the  border.  Surveying  the  region  it  is 
clear  that  a  certain  amount  of  such  individualized  urban  boosterism  still 
continues, and Cascadia is more of a supplement to these efforts. However, the 
question remains: why bother with all the difficulties of transnational organizing 
and  put  financial  and  political  capital  into  Cascadian  collaboration  at  all?  The 
answer,  it  seems  to  me,  has  to  be  more  than  just  economic.  Or,  to  put  my 
hypothesis another way, the answer must reflect a far more complex political‐
economic  reality  that  the  simple  economic  integration  imperatives  advertised 
by the boosters. This integration itself needs to be further interrogated, because 
clearly the BC forest products industries, Washington's aerospace industry, and 
Oregon's  evolving  hi‐tech  sector  share  very  little  except  a  common  outward 
orientation  across  the  Pacific  to  Asian markets  and  investors.  In  other words, 
despite all the advertised advantages to regional trade made possible by CUFTA 
and  NAFTA,  the  core  of  the  so‐called  Cascadian  economy  is  utterly  un‐
integrated.  The  degree  to  which  hoped‐for  cross‐border  agglomeration 
economies may be growing needs to be investigated, and this is why we can say 
that  the  boosters  at  least  open‐up  a  research  question.  But  the  singularized 
picture painted by PNWER of the 10th largest economy in the world is totally at 
odds  with  the  currently  diverse  and  disarticulated  local  economies.  Even  the 
'window  on  the  Pacific'  commonality  is  superficial,  for  as  David  Edgington 
(1995)93 has shown, Asian investors like the large Japanese Sogo Shosha do not 
integrate  their  Cascadian  distribution  centers.  This  implies  that  there  are  few 




The  points  made  by  Sparke  may  go  some  way  in  explaining  the  continuing  investment  in 
common environmental and sustainability issues across Mainstreet Cascadia.  Even at the more 
economically‐focussed  Discovery  Institute,  Cascadia  Project  Director  Bruce  Agnew,  refers  to 
Cascadia as “an alliance between the two countries addressing such issues as suburban sprawl 
and auto‐oriented  transportation policies needs  to be  formed  to deal with  the  root  causes of 
these air and water quality problems.”94     And with city‐regional  initiatives such as the GBI,  its 
policy  goals,  established  under  former  Vancouver Mayor/then  BC  Premier Mike  Harcourt  are 
consistent with a broader  ‘globalist  sustainability branding  ‐  including creating  (a)  “a common 
vision  around  shared  resources  ‐  the  land,  water  and  air....”;  (b)  integrating  “sustainability 








the  roots  of  place  branding  are  economic.  They  come  from  the  fields  of 
marketing, management, public relations and industrial location/promotion. 
As  such,  their  “usual”  applications  are  “marketing”96,  crisis  management  in 
tourism promotion97,  retailing98,  goods and services99, national branding100 or, 
indeed, the ideological – and historical ‐ basis of branding itself.101 
Can  such  an  economic  emphasis  be  ‘adjusted’  to  reflect  a  non/less  economic 
















Many  city‐regions  have  identified  an  economic  component  as  central  to  their 
international strategy.  This will not be enough. 





It  is  possible  to  develop  a  failed  ‘going  global’  city  brand.  Cities  such  as 
Baltimore and several failed efforts in Atlanta are illustrative.105 
Formal organizations and  institutional  capacity‐building – as  long as built on a 
local‐regional  community  –  form  the  best  basis  for  ensuring  long‐term  and 





Having  clear  operational  goals  –  certainly  beyond  mere  civic/city‐regional 
boosterism ‐ helps sell such civic internationalism to a sometimes skeptical local 
population.106 
Having  a  clear  organizational  centre  for  such  city‐based  activity  is  also 
important.  Here Seattle’s International Office stands out. 
Not  leaving  out  the  local  population  in  the  benefits  of  “going  cross‐border 
regional’ and broader international is also essential to sustaining this civic effort 
over  the  long  haul.  This  cannot  occur  without  sharing  benefits.  Again,  the 
economy alone is not enough. 
With  a  clearer  globalist  strategy,  city‐regions  like  Mainstreet  Cascadia  can 
sustain  their  broader  global  outreach  and  maximize  both  benefits  and 














4  See  Christian Matthiessen,  Annette Winkel  Schwartz  and  Bengt  Streiffert,  “Copenhagen  and Malmo‐
Lund United by the Oresund Bridge: An Integration Project on the European Metropolitan Level”, in 
Caroline  Andrew,  Pat  Armstrong  and  Andre  Lapierre,  eds, World  Class  Cities:  Can  Canada  Play?, 
(Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press, 1999), pp.321‐   .; Peter Maskell and Gunnar Tornqvist, Building 
a  Cross‐Border  Learning  Region  –  The  Emergence  of  the  North  European  Oresund  Region, 
(Copenhagen:  Copenhagen  Business  School  Press,  1999).  and  Patrick  Smith  and  Kennedy  Stewart, 
Global  Calgary:  A  Globalist  Strategy  for  the  City  of  Calgary,  (Ottawa:  Canadian  Policy  Research 
Networks, April 2006) for a discussion on this Oresund case (and the re‐branding of Atlanta, Georgia 
;) pp.11‐15. 











10 Christian Matthiessen, Annette Winkel  Schwartz and Bengt  Streiffert,  “Copenhagen and Malmo‐Lund 
United  by  the  Oresund  Bridge:  An  Integration  Project  on  the  European  Metropolitan  Level”,  in 








17 On  this,  see  Soren Buhl Hornskov,  “On  The Management  of Authenticity:  Culture  in  the Branding of 
Oresund”, Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, vol.3, no.4, October, 2007, pp. 317‐331. 
18 Ibid., pp.332‐334. 








24 See www.ernestcallenbach.com/books.htm.  including Ecology: A Pocket Guide,  (Berkeley, CA.:   Banan 




26  See  Stewart  Brand,  ed,  The  Last  Whole  Earth  Catalog:  Access  to  Tools,  (Berkeley,  CA.:    Portola 
Institute/Random House, 1971),  “Purpose”, p.1. 
27  Raymond  D  Gastil,  Cultural  Regions  of  the  United  States,  (Seattle:  University  of  Washington  Press, 
1975). 
28  See,  for  example, Warren  Gill,  “Regional  Agency  and  Popular Music:  The  North‐West  Sound,  1958‐
1966),  The  Canadian  Geographer,  vol.37,  no.2,  1993,  pp.120‐131,    and  Clinton  Heylin,  Babylon’s 
Burning: From Punk to Grunge, (New York: Conongate, 2007) 
29  See,  for  example,  Linda  Stradley,    American  Regional  Foods  ‐  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  @ 
whatscookingamerica.net/AmericanRegionalFoods/Pacific Northwest.htm (accessed July 12, 2008).  
30  See,  for  example, www.arthurerickson.com/i_nort.htm or  Lawrence  Kreisman  and Glenn Mason, The 
Arts and Craft Movement in the Pacific Northwest, (Portland, Timber Press, 2007).  
31  See  Press  Release,  Saskatchewan  Joins  Pacific  NorthWest  Economic  Region,  Government  of 
Saskatchewan @ www.gov.sk.ca/news?newsld , dated July, 21, 2008.  















2006).  See  also  French  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Industry  Abroad,  @ 
www.ccife.org/usa/seattle/infocountry/data/geography.htm  (Accessed March 2, 2006) 





40  See  John  Magnano,  Committee  Chair/Clark  County  Commissioner,  "Transportation:  Faster  Than  A 
Speeding Bullet ‐ Will The Pacific NorthWest Ever Be Linked By High‐Speed Rail", VANCOUVER SUN, 
January 19, 1993, p.A15. 
41  "Sustainability  In  The  Georgia  Basin/Puget  Sound  Region",  Background  Paper,  B.C.  Round  Table, 
Government of British Columbia, December, 1992, p. 15. 
42  On  initial  discussion  on  the  restoration  of  Amtrak  service,  see  Harold Munro,  "Train  Travel:  Amtrak 
Woo‐Wooing  B.C.  for  Seattle‐Vancouver  Run",  VANCOUVER  SUN,  March  30,  1992,  pA1,  A16.  For 




43 Final Report of the Transportation Working Group, PNWER, Summer, 1996. See also “The 
Cascade Corridor”, The Discovery Institute, a Cascadia think tank based in Seattle @ 
www.discovery.org/cascadia/cascadia/Corridor (Accessed Feb 9, 2006) 
44 See Alan Durning and Christopher Crowther, “Vehicles Outnumber Drivers in NorthWest”, New 
Indicator, (Seattle: NorthWest Environment Watch, January 11, 1995).  pp.1-4. See also 
“Cascadia Scorecard”, Northwest Environment Watch, 2005, @ 
www.northwestwatch.org/scorecard/cascadia.asp. (Accessed Feb 21, 2006). 
45  See  Press  Release,”Second  Cascadia  Passenger  train  will  be  reality  before  the  2010  Olympics”,  @ 
www.pnwer.org/news/pressroom   dated March 2, 2008, PNWER, Seattle. 
46  See,  for  example,  Jamez  Damjan,  “Development  of  Slovenian  Brands¨  Oldest  are  the  Best”,  Place 
Branding  and  Public  Diplomacy,  vol.1,  no.4,  November,  2005,  pp363‐372.and  Alastair  Durie,  Ian  S. 
Yeoman and Una McMahon‐Beattie, “How the History of Scotland Creates a Sense of Space”, Place 
Branding and Public Diplomacy, vol.2, no.1, January, 2006, pp43‐52. 
47  Author  discussion  with Washington  State  Senator  (since  2002)    Dale  Brandland,  (Senate  Republican 
Whip), former Whatcom County Sheriff (1992‐2001), @ Olympia, Wa., March 17, 2004. 
48 On this issue in Greater Vancouver, see David Bates, “Sustaining Clean Air”, in P. Smith et.al., 
Urban Solutions To Global Problems:..., (Vancouver: UBC Centre for Human Settlements, 
1996), pp.20-26. 
49  Paul  Schell,  (former)  Mayor  of  Seattle,  in  Crossroads,  vol.VII,  no.  3,  Summer,  1998,  (Seattle,  Trade 
Development Alliance of Greater Seattle). 
50 See, for example, The Greater Seattle Datasheet: 1999-2000, and annually – to 2008 (Seattle: 
City of Seattle, Office of Intergovernmental Relations,1999-2008), p.1.  
51  See  for  example,  the  Livable  Region  Strategic  Plan  and  the  Sustainable  Region  Initiative  in  Metro 
Vancouver  @  www.metrovancouver.org/about/publications/Publications/MV‐
SustainabilityFramework.pdf    (accessed  July  27,  2008)  or  Puget  Sound  Regional  Council  Regional 
















59 Bayless Manning, “The Congress, The Executive and Intermestic Affairs”, International Journal, 










Ginnell and P. Smith, “Making  the Biggest Bigger:   Port Amalgamations  in Vancouver”    in Canadian 
Political Science Review, vol 2, no.4, December, 2008, forthcoming. 
66  For more on  this  see P.  Smith,  “The Making of  a Global  City:  The Case of Vancouver,  1943‐1992”  in 
Canadian  Journal  of  Urban  Research,  vol.1,  no.1,  June  1992,  pp.90‐112.  Simon  Fraser  University’s 
Institute of Governance Studies is working on a 65th Anniversary conference on “Global Vancouver” in 
autumn, 2009. 
67 On such city-based constituent diplomacy in Cascadia, see P.J. Smith, "The Making of a 
Global City: The Case of Vancouver", Canadian Journal of Urban Research, vol.1, no.1, 
pp.90-112.  For a recent list and some of the range of sustainability projects involved, see 
also www.fcm.ca (the website of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities. 
68 Author correspondence with Sister Cities International Washington, DC, January 7, 2006. 
69 Sister Cities International, Washington, DC, 2006. 
70  On  this  Vancouver  initiative  –  the  first  North  American  ‘harm‐reduction’  approach  to  Drug 
Treatment/related Crime as predominantly a health issue, see. Patrick J. Smith and Kennedy Stewart, 
“Local Whole of Government Policymaking in Vancouver”, in Robert Young and Christian Leuprecht, 
eds,  Canada:  The  State  of  the  Federation,  2004,  (Kingston:  Queen’s  University  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  2006),  “Beyond  Formal  City  Limits:  Vancouver’s  Eager  Beavers”  –  “Urban  Drug  Policy: 
Vancouver’s Safe Injection Site”. 
71  See  Jeff  Lee,  “Coalition  Pushes  For  Legal  Brothel:  Ottawa’s  support  sought  for  safe,  prostitute‐run 
facility that would cater to Olympic visitors”, The Vancouver Sun, Monday, November 12, 2007, pp. 
A1‐2. 
72 For a full discussion of these policy phases, particularly at the state/provincial level, see also 
P.J. Smith, “Policy Phases, Subnational Foreign Relations and Constituent Diplomacy in the 
United States and Canada:  City, Provincial and State Global Activity in British Columbia and 
Washington”, in Brian Hocking, ed., Foreign Relations and Federal States, (London: Leicester 
University Press, 1993), pp.211-35. 
73 British Columbia was so described in a 36 page Greenpeace Newsletter, Vancouver, B.C., 1990; see also 







75 See, for example, The Shared Marine Waters of British Columbia and Washington, (Report to 
the BC/Washington ECC, August, 1994, pp.120; and Shared Waters: The Vulnerable Inland 
Sea of British Columbia and Washington, (BC/Washington ECC Marine Science Panel 
Report, November, 1994, pp.26. 
76  Puget  Sound/Georgia  Basin  International  Task  Force, WORK  GROUP  STATUS  REPORT,  June‐August, 
1996, pp.1‐5. 
77  For  example,  David  Anderson’s  Report  to  the  Premier  on  Oil  Transportation  and  Oil  Spills  (Victoria, 





81  See  “Cascadia Mayors  Council” @  www.discovery.org/cascadia/cascadiaCorridor  (accessed March  4, 
2006) 





85 See, for example, Nature Has No Borders: A Conference on  the Protection and Management 
of the Northern Cascades Ecosystem, (Washington, DC). 
86  See Nature  Has  No  Borders,  Newsletter  of  the  Cascades  International  Alliance,  1994  through  1996, 
various. 
87 George Hoberg, “Environment and Resources in Canadian-American Relations” in Neil 
MacFarlane, ed., Problems and Opportunities in Canadian-American Relations, (Ottawa: 
Foreign Affairs, Report, 1994), pp.37-42. 
88  On  this,  see  Mario  Polese  and  Richard  Stren,  The  Social  Sustainability  of  Cities:  Diversity  and 
Management  of  Change,  (Montreal/Toronto:  INRS/Urbanization  and  the  Centre  for  Urban  and 
Community Studies, 1998). 






92  “Cascadia  and  the  End  of  the  Nation‐State:  Interrogating  the  Bases  of  Transborder  Boosterism”  @ 
sparke&uwashington.edu.  Accessed, May 14, 2007. 
93 David Edginton,  "Trade, Investment and the New Regionalism: Cascadia and its Economic 





97  See,  for  example,  Krittinee  Nuttavuthisit,  “Branding  Thailand:  Correcting  the  Negative  Image  of  Sex 
Tourism”, Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, vol.3, no.1,  January,  2007, pp. 21‐30;  and Michael 
Gould  and  Heather  Skinner,  “Branding  on  Ambiguity?  Place  Branding Without  a  National  Identity: 
Marketing  Northern  Ireland  as  a    Post‐Conflict  Society  in  the  USA”,  Place  Branding  and  Public 
Diplomacy, vol.3, no.1, January, 2007, pp. 100‐113. 







99  Here,  see,  Brenda  Parkerson  and  John  Saunders,  “City  Branding:  Can  Goods  and  Services  Branding 
Models Be Used  to brand Cities”, Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, vol.1, no.3,  July,  2005, pp. 
242‐264.  




Creenagh  Lodge,  Jan  Melissen,  Nigel  Morgan,  Karl‐Erik  Norrman,  Dipak  R.  Pant,  Jonathan  Porritt, 
Seppo Rainisto and Olle Wastberg,  “How Has Place branding Developed During  the year  that Place 
Branding Has Been in Publication”, Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, vol.2, no.1, January, 2006, 
pp. 6‐17. 
102  See  for  example,  Ernest  Callenbach,  Ecotopia,  1975  and  Joel  Garreau,  The  Nine  Nations  of  North 
America, 1981. 








105  See,  for  example,  Levine,  in  Caroline  Andrew,  et.al.,  eds.,  World  Class  Cities:  Can  Canada  Play?, 
(Ottawa: University  of Ottawa  Press,  1999)  and  Smith/Stewart,  CPRN  Study  for  Calgary,  op.cit.,  on 
this. 
106 On this see Kincaid, “Rain Clouds, 1989,  op.cit. 
